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Building leadership and management capacity in Canadian business 

is essential to ensuring that the country has the talent to sustain 

productivity and a high standard of living. These societal benefits 

rest not only on the development of the talent to lead business 

enterprises, but also on the advancement of research in business, 

and hence the development of research leaders.  

 

The Government of Canadaõs 2007 Budget acknowledged the 

important role of research in developing business and managerial 

capability by allocating an additional $11 million per year to the 

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) 

targeted to research in management, business and finance.   

 

In response to this targeted funding allocation, SSHRC has engaged 

in consultations with the research community, and several 

stakeholder groups, in order to develop a long-term strategy to 

support research, training, and knowledge mobilization in 

management, business, and finance. In November 2007, as part of 

this larger effort, SSHRC asked the Council of Canadian 

Academies (the Council) to assemble an expert panel to conduct an 

independent assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 

management, business, and finance (MBF) research in Canada. The 

formal overarching charge to the Council was as follows:  

 

 

To assist the panel in its task ñ and to help identify the specific 

types of information that would be useful to SSHRC in the 

development of its long-term strategy ñ several sub-questions were 

also posed regarding: 

the number and distribution of MBF researchers in Canada 

the level and type of collaborations engaged in by these 

researchers 

the international standing of Canadian MBF research 

the strengths and weaknesses in specified research areas 

the recommended balance between direct research funding and 

capacity building 

the identifiable opportunities where targeted funding could 

make a significant impact. 

To address these questions, the Council appointed a nine-member 

expert panel that reflects the academic, geographic, and institutional 

diversity of the Canadian MBF community. The panel is made up of 

MBF researchers and administrators, and public sector and private 

sector representatives.  
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DEFINING MBF RESEARCH 

The panel began by establishing a working definition of the field of 

management, business, and finance. The panel considered the 

traditional views of each of the three terms; SSHRCõs MBF-specific 

goal and the federal governmentõs original statement about the 

purpose of the targeted funding allocation in Budget 2007. In light of 

these considerations, the panel adopted the following as an overall 

context for defining and assessing MBF research in Canada: 

 

 

This scope is inclusive in the sense that it takes into account research 

into any area within the broad purview of MBF that affects the 

competitiveness and performance of Canadian business. Similarly, it 

includes research originating from fields not traditionally associated 

with MBF ñ e.g., sociology, psychology, history, medicine, science, 

and engineering ñ provided that the focus of the research aligns with 

the defining scope. Also, since research plays an integral role in 

capacity building and training, areas such as pedagogical research and 

the study of the application of research by business practitioners 

should also be considered relevant.    

 

THE CANADIAN MBF òLANDSCAPEó 

The panel identified 58 business schools/programs with a total of just 

over 2,900 full-time faculty. Of these, over 60 per cent are 

conducting research in the fields of general management, finance, 

accounting and marketing. This does not account for research faculty 

whose primary affiliations are in departments outside of business 

faculties or institutions (e.g., in sociology, psychology, history, or 

economics departments). In view of the breadth of distribution of the 

latter groups of individuals, it was not possible for the panel to 

identify and count them individually.  

 

The panel was able to use the research output (i.e., peer-reviewed 

journal articles) by Canadian MBF researchers to identify in which 

departments/faculties MBF researchers are likely to be found. While 

65 per cent of research output was generated by professors located in 

business schools/faculties, 35 per cent was distributed across a wide 

variety of faculties including education, engineering, medicine, social 

sciences and humanities, law, and science.  

Further to this, it was observed that 93 per cent of research output 

was generated by universities while only seven per cent came from 

the private or public sectors. Of the research originating within 

universities, the field of management represents between 14 per 

cent and 31 per cent of the total number of papers produced at 

each school. The sub-fields of finance and organizational studies & 

human resources are the next two most prominent sub-fields, 

accounting for between 10 per cent to 20 per cent of the overall 

output of most schools. The remaining sub-fields vary substantially 

from school to school.  

 

COLLABORATIVE TRENDS  IN CANADIAN MBF 

RESEARCH 

The MBF research publication pool used by the panel in this study 

spanned the years 1996 to 2007 and included 8,993 Canadian 

articles in total. The panel used this pool to examine the level and 

types of collaborations by Canadian MBF researchers. More than 

40 per cent of these papers were published collaboratively (i.e., by 

more than one author from more than one departmental and/or 

institutional affiliation) with international partnerships accounting 

for 45 per cent of the total collaborative effort.  

 

At the national level, collaborations are most likely to occur among 

management departments and faculties (44 per cent of total 

collaborations) rather than with other disciplines (e.g., engineering, 

sciences, and medicine). Collaborations are observed primarily 

between universities; collaborations between universities and private 

sector or public sector entities comprise only 10 per cent of the total 

number of collaborative papers. In most cases, researchers work 

most frequently with colleagues located within close geographical 

proximity.  

 

Canada also has a significant number of centres that foster 

collaborations between MBF researchers and relevant communities.  

Examples of such organizations include the knowledge transfer 

centres in Québec (e.g., CIRANO) and policy research institutes 

(e.g., IRPP). While some of these collaborations result in peer-

reviewed publications, research resulting from these types of 

partnerships may instead appear in alternative media (e.g., popular 

press, colloquia proceedings, and corporate publications) and as 

such, is not reflected in the panelõs analysis.  

 

INTERNATIONAL PROFIL E OF CANADIAN MBF 

RESEARCH 

An assessment of how Canadian MBF research ranks in 

comparison with other countries requires more than a mere tally of 

the overall number of published papers; it requires an appraisal of 

the quality of these papers. While there remains significant debate 

over the best way to evaluate research quality, the use of citation-

weighted impact analyses is a commonly used and effective tool for 

evaluating the impact of research globally. 
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Various international bodies use bibliometric methods as a means 

of ranking the research produced by institutions and/or countries. 

Thomson Reuters recently published a ranking for all papers 

published in Thomson Reuters-indexed journals of economics and 

business for the years 1998 to 2008. The results revealed that 

Canada ranks third both for the number of papers published and 

the total number of citations, but is eighth in terms of the average 

number of citations by paper.  

 

In the Financial Times (FT) research rankings, eight Canadian 

schools appeared at least once on the FTõs top 100 list for research 

for the years 2002 to 2008. For the past four years, six schools 

(University of Toronto, University of British Columbia, University 

of Alberta, University of Western Ontario, York University, and 

McGill University) have routinely placed in the top 50 and one 

school (University of Toronto) has ranked in or near the top 20 

since 2005. To date, no Canadian school has ranked in the top 10. 

 

An analysis of the journal pool identified by the panel showed 

(consistent with the Thomson Reuters result) that Canada ranked 

eighth in the world when measured according to the per paper 

average of the number of citations. If one considers, as a second 

ranking criterion, the weighted impact factors of the journals in 

which the articles are published, Canadian MBF research output 

ties for fourth place internationally. Canada ranks above the world 

average by both measures. These findings corroborate the survey 

responses from MBF researchers. Of those who responded, 38 per 

cent said that MBF research in their area was òamong the best 

internationallyó. 

 

STRENGTHS & WEAKNESSES IN CANADIAN MBF 

RESEARCH 

Based on the information reviewed, the panel was able to identify 

research sub-fields where Canada currently has some impact (based 

on international citation indices) ī general management, 

information management, and organizational studies & human 

resources all ranked as òstrengthsó according to citation analyses 

and survey respondents. Conversely, accounting was identified as 

falling below average by both these measures.  

 

In all of the areas identified as priorities in Canadaõs science & 

technology strategy ī ICT, health sciences, environment, and 

energy/natural resources ī Canadaõs MBF-related research in these 

fields also ranks above world average according to citation analyses 

and demonstrates a growing number of publications in each of the 

areas between the years 1996 to 2007. 

 

Interviews conducted with potential end-users of MBF research 

were consistent in several messages. While most participants said 

that MBF research should have a direct application and transfer 

into the practitioner community, a very limited number indicated 

that they see evidence of this. With the exception of researchers in 

Québec, and a handful elsewhere, very little direct collaboration or 

knowledge transfer is believed to occur between Canadian MBF 

researchers and practitioners. The fundamental disconnect between 

researchers and practitioners has resulted in a general lack of both 

supply and demand between the two communities. 

 

The interviewees identified several factors as ôbarriersõ to knowledge 

transfer between the two communities. These were: 

difficulties in communication: academic research is seen to be 

inaccessible, too technical and jargon-laden 

absence of incentives: research that is directly relevant to 

practice is most often not valued within tenure-based 

institutions 

misaligned timeframes: academic work takes a long time to get 

published and usually does not address medium/short term 

problems  

lack of accessibility: opportunities for the two communities to 

interact are scarce.  


